April 12, 2022 CONNECTICUT LAW JOURNAL Page 91

Cumulative Table of Cases
Connecticut Reports
Volume 342

(Replaces Prior Cumulative Table)

Allstate Ins. Co. v. Tenn . . . . . . .. . .
Declaratory judgment action; insurance; motion for summary judgment; certified
question from United States District Court; whether plea of nolo contendere could
beused by insurance company in declaratory judgment action to prove occurrence
of criminal act that would trigger contractual exclusion to coverage under home-
owners insurance policy.
Baker v. Cayo (Order) . . . . . .. . . . . . .. e
Baker ». Shakir (Order) (See Baker v. Cayo) . . . . . .. ... .. .. ... ...
Baltas v. Commissioner of Correction (Order) . . .. .. ... ... ... ..........
Berka v. Waterbury (Order) . . . . . .. ... ... .. e
Caverly v. State . . . . . . . . . e e e e e e e e e
Wrongful death; medical malpractice; sovereign immunity; notice of claim for per-
mission from claims commissioner to file action against state in connection
with state employees’ alleged negligence in prescribing certain medications to
plaintiff’s decedent; whether trial court properly denied state’s motion to dismiss
Sfor lack of subject matter jurisdiction on basis of sovereign immunity; whether
plaintiff’s medical malpractice claim against state was “indirectly paid by . . .
a third party” within meaning of statute ((Rev. to 2017) § 4-160b (a)), when
plaintiff brought and settled separate negligence action against pharmacy that
had filled decedent’s prescriptions.
Christiana Trust v. Bliss (Order) . . . . . . . . .. .. .. i
Chugh v. Kalra. . . . . . . . . . e
Breach of partnership agreement; breach of fiduciary duty; libel per se; compensatory
damages; punitive damages; motion to set aside verdict; whether named plain-
tiff’s claims were barred by federal compulsory counterclaim rule (Fed. R. Civ.
P. 13 (a) (1)) on ground that they were compulsory counterclaims in related
Sederal action, whether breach of partnership agreement and breach of fiduciary
duty claims failed as matter of law under Karanian v. Maulucci (185 Conn. 320);
claim that partnership that had been created ceased to exist when named plaintiff
and named defendant incorporated certain entities; claim that trial court abused
its discretion in admitting testimony of named plaintiff’s expert on damages in
connection with named plaintiff’s libel per se claim,; whether there was sufficient
evidence to support expert’s testimony as to certain lost profit.
Commission on Human Rights & Opportunities v. Edge Fitness, LLC . . . . ... ... ..
Sex discrimination; whether trial court properly dismissed plaintiff commission’s
appeal from decision of commission’s human rights referee; claim that defendant
fitness facilities discriminated against complainants, who identified as males,
on basis of sex by providing women’s only workout areas in their otherwise
public facilities, in violation of Public Accommodation Act (§ 46a-64); whether
there was an implied customer gender privacy exception encompassed within
§ 46a-64 (b) (1), which exempts “separate bathrooms and locker rooms based on
sex” from act’s general prohibition against sex discrimination in public accom-
modalions.
Connex Credit Union v. Thibodeau (Order) . . . . . .. ... ... ... ... .. ......
Cordero v. Commissioner of Correction (Order) . . . .. ... ... ... ... .......
Crandle v. Connecticut State Employees Retirement Commission . . . . . ... ... ...
Administrative appeal; whether trial court properly dismissed appeal from ruling
of defendant retirement commission; whether retirement commission incorrectly
concluded that, under State Employees Retirement Act (§ 5-152 el seq.), state
employee disability retirement benefits become payable on first day of month
JSollowing receipt of application for such benefits by Retirement Services Division
rather than on day following employee’s last day of paid state employment,;
claim that trial court improperly deferred to commission’s interpretation of State
Employees Retirement Act because that interpretation was neither time-tested,
msofar as it was not formally articulated or adopted pursuant to formal rule-

911
911
911
902
226

902
815

25

903
906
67



Page 92 CONNECTICUT LAW JOURNAL April 12, 2022
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diagnose or latent injury cases to facts of this case; claim that facts of present
case were similar to those in Burns v. Hartford Hospital (192 Conn. 451), in
which court determined that limitation period set forth in § 52-584 started run-
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matertally false information in sentencing defendant, in violation of his right
to due process; claim that sentencing court’s reliance on superpredator theory,
concerning rise of teenage male predatory street criminals who would terrorize
society, and sentencing court’s characterization of defendant as charter member
of that group of superpredators, warranted resentencing.
State v. Bruny . . . . . . . e e 169
Murder; criminal possession of pistol or revolver; claim that trial court abused its
discretion in admitting testimony of four lay witnesses identifying defendant
as one of persons depicted in surveillance video of interior and exterior of night-
club where shooting took place insofar as their testimony improperly embraced
ultimate issue to be decided by jury, in violation of Connecticut Code of Evidence
($ 7-3 (a)), claim that trial court improperly admitted expert testimony of foren-
sic examiner regarding enhanced video that he compiled from raw surveillance
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counsel had opened door to certain of forensic examiner’s testimony on redirect
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request for special credibility instruction as to witness who defendant claimed
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legally inconsistent, improperly ordered new trial on those counts and intentional
manslaughter conviction, which trial court had vacated pursuant to State v.
Polanco (308 Conn. 242), rather than reinstating defendant’s vacated intentional
manslaughter conviction; whether defendant’s conviction of intentional man-
slaughter and reckless manslaughter was legally inconsistent; whether defend-
ant’s conviction of intentional manslaughter and misconduct with motor vehicle
was legally inconsistent.
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Assault second degree; claim that there was insufficient evidence to support defend-
ant’s conviction of assault in second degree; whether jury reasonably could have
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based on alleged juror misconduct.
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first degree; carrying pistol without permit; unpreserved claim that trial court
had violated defendant’s federal constitutional right to due process by detaining
material witnesses who were reluctant to testify, pursuant to material witness
statute (§ 54-82j) or capias statute (§ 52-143 (e)) in order to secure their atten-
dance at trial; whether detention of witnesses had coercive influence over sub-
stance of witnesses’ testimony, rather than mere effect of having them appear in
court; claim that trial court improperly admitted, pursuant to State v. Whelan
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(200 Conn. 743), witnesses’ grand jury testimony; whether trial court abused
its discretion in admitting portions of grand jury testimony that were consistent
with witnesses’ in-court testimony so as to avoid confusing jury; whether trial
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and/or criminal justice system constitutes race neutral reason for exercising
peremptory challenge under Connecticut constitution; Batson reform in Connecti-
cut, including report by Jury Selection Task Force, appointed by Chief Justice
pursuant to State v. Holmes (334 Conn. 202), proposing new rule of practice to
address role of implicit bias and disparate impact on basis of race or ethnicity
in jury selection; whether prosecutor’s proffered explanations for peremptory
challenges were pretext for discrimination; claim that sexual assault in first
degree and sexual assault in fourth degree constituted same offense as risk of
ingury to child under Blockburger v. United States (284 U.S. 299), notwithstand-
ing distinct elements of each of those offenses, because of how each charge was
alleged by state in information.
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made by codefendant to codefendant’s fellow inmate; whether admission of code-
Sfendant’s statement violated defendant’s confrontation rights under United States
or Connecticut constitution; whether trial court abused its discretion in admitting
codefendant’s statement as statement against penal interest under applicable
provision (§ 8-6 (4)) of Connecticut Code of Evidence; whether Appellate Court
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that of codefendant; claim that joinder was improper because certain admission
by codefendant was not admissible in defendant’s case under coconspirator excep-
tion to hearsay rule; claim that defendant’s rights under fourth amendment to
United States constitution were violated by virtue of admission of information
regarding location of defendant’s cell phone when that information was secured
without warrant; whether admission of information regarding location of defend-
ant’s cell phone was harmless beyond reasonable doubt; whether Appellate Court
correctly concluded that defendant’s right to confrontation was not violated when
trial court allowed employee of state forensic laboratory to testify about findings
of ballistics analyst with same laboratory who was unavailable to testify at
defendant’s trial; whether admission of testimony in violation of defendant’s
right to confrontation was harmless beyond reasonable doubt.
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Administrative appeal; land use; whether trial court correctly concluded that defend-
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